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| TEM NO. 301 COURT NO. 7 SECTION PI L
SUPREMECOURTOF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Wit Petition(s)(Cvil) No(s) . 142/ 2006
VI PLAV SHARNMA Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
UNION OF I NDI A & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for c/delay in filing affidavit, directions,
exenption from filint Or, extension of tinme, inpleadnent,
i npl eadnent as party respondent, pernission, permission to file

addi ti onal documents, pernission to file rejoinder affidavit,

perm ssion to file su-rejoinder affidavit, permission to file
synopsi s, permi ssion to place addl. Docunents on record, stay,
taking on record additional docunents, urgency and office report)

WTH WP. (C No. 349/2009 (Wth appln(s) for directions)

(Wth WP.(C) No. 30/2010

(Wth appln.(s) for early hearing and O fice Report)

WP.(C No. 152/2010

(Wth appln.(s) for directions and Office Report)

WP.(C No. 156/2010

(Wth appln.(s) for pernission to file additional docunents and
appl n.(s) for pernission to file synopsis and |Iist of dates and
appl n.(s) for directions and Office Report)

WP.(C No. 177/2010

(Wth appln.(s) for pernmission to file synopsis and |ist of dates
and appln.(s) for directions and appln.(s) for permission to file
addi ti onal docunents and O fice Report)

WP.(C No. 191/2010 (Wth appln. for directions and O fice Report)
WP.(C No. 194/2010 (Wth Ofice Report)

WP.(C No. 217/2010

(Wth appln.(s) for directions and appln.(s) for permssion to file
addi ti onal docunments and appln.(s) for permission to file rejoinder
affidavit and appln.(s) for permission and Ofice Report)

WP.(C No. 119/2011

(Wth appln.(s) for stay and appln.(s) for clarification of court’s
order and appln.(s) for directions and Ofice Report)
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For Petitioner(s) M. Sanjay R Hegde, Adv.

M. S Nithin, Adv.

M. Anil Kumar M shra-1, Adv.
WP 349/ 2009 M. Rakesh K. Sharma, Adv.
WP 30/ 2010 M. Anmit Anand Tiwari, Adv.
WP 152/ 2010 M. R Ayyam Perumal, Adv.



WP 156&177/2010
I A 95/ 2014

Bi na Madhavan, Adv.
Lawer S Knit & Co.
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WP 191/ 2010 D. K. Devesh, Adv.

R Gopal akri shnan, Adv.

WP No. 194/2010 s. Kirti Renu M shra, Adv.
WP 217/ 2010 Raghavendra S. Srivatsav, Adv.
WP 119/ 2011 Ranj an Kurmar Pandey, Adv.

Tushar Mehta, ASG

M Khairati, Adv.
Rashm WMal hotra, Adv.
Chet an Chawl a, Adv.
B.V. Bal ram Das, Adv.

For Respondent (s)

Hari sh N. Sal ve, Sr. Adv.

WP 349/ 2009 R Bal asubranmani um Adv.
Shadman Ali, Adv.
D. S. Mahra, Adv.
Sushma Suri, Adv.

R 4 R Bal asubranani um Adv.

Mohan Prasad Gupta, Adv.

V. Balaji, Adv.

MSM Asai t hanmoi, Adv.
Atul Sharma, Adv.

C. Kannan, Adv.

Gopal Sankar anar ayanan, Adv.
Vi kramadi tya, Adv.
Sent hil Jagadeesan, Adv.

Mat hai Pai kedy, Sr. Adv.
S. Jain, Adv.
A. Shamad, Adv.
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Ani p Sacht hey, Adv.
Shagun Matta, Adv.
Saakar Sardana, Adv.

V. Prabhakar, Adv.
R. Chandrachud, Adv.
Jyoti Prashar, Adv.

5<% 55%

Govt. of Puducherry V.G Pragasam Adv.
S.J. Aristotle, Adv.

Prabhu Ramasubramani an, Adv.

SS=

Vi kas Mehta, Adv.

Ni khi | esh Ramachandran, Adv.
S. Chandra Shekhar, Adv.
Ani t ha Shenoy, Adv.

Gopal Singh, Adv.

Arjun Harkaul i, Adv.

Abhi nav Mukerji, Adv.
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Nar endr a Kumar, Adv.



R 41

St.

R 24

P. Vinay Kumar, Adv.

Sant osh Kumar Tri pat hi,

G. Ramakri shna Prasad, Adv.

Bal aji Srinivasan, Adv.

M

M

M

M

M. Mani nder Singh, ASG
M. Manoj Ranjan Sinha, Adv.
M. T. WMahipal, Adv.

Ms Shruti, Adv.

M. P.H Parekh, Sr. Adv.
M. Ntin Thukral, Adv.
M

M s

Kshatrashal Raj, Adv.
. Parekh & Co.

of Raj ast han M. S.S. Shanshery, Adv.
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M. Amt Sharnma, Adv.

M. C. D. Singh, Adv.

M s. Anuradha & Associ at es
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I rshad Ahnmad, AAG
M R Shanmshad, Adv.
Syed Inmiyaz Ali, Adv.
S. Gowt haman, Adv.
R S. Suri, Sr. Adv.
Rahul Mal hotra, Adv.
Pal | avi Tayal Chadda, Adv.
Chanchal K. Ganguli, Adv.
P. Venkat Reddy, Adv.
Sumant h Nookal a, Adv.
Venkat Pal wai Associ at es
Praveen Swarup, Adv.
Vi shwaj it Singh, Adv.
Mohi nderjit Singh, Adv.
Usha Reddy, Adv.
N. Annapoor ani, Adv.
D. Bharathi Reddy, Adv.
K. V. Mbhan, Adv.
G N. Reddy, Adv.
Charu Mat hur, Adv.
Dhar mendra Kumar Sinha, Adv.
Shi bashi sh M sra, Adv.
S. Thananj ayan, Adv.
Shrish Kumar M sra, Adv.

S.N. Bhat, Adv.
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P. Par neswar an, Adv.

P.N. Puri, Adv.

Fox Mandal & Co.

M. Lakshm Raman Singh, Adv.
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I A 94/ 2014

I A No. 92

St. of T.N.
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Hemant i ka Wahi, Adv.
E.MS. Anam Adv.
Devendra Si ngh, Adv.
B. Mohan, Adv.

H manshu Upadhyay, Adv.
Arvind M nocha, Adv.

A. Subba Rao, Adv.

G Umapat hy, Adv.
Rakesh Sharma, Adv.
Ram Sunder, Adv.

Am tesh Kumar, Adv.
Shashank Shekhar, Adv.
Navi n Prakash, Adv.

Tavi nder Si dhu, Adv.
@unjan S. Jain, Adv.
M V. Kini Associates

M Yogesh Kanna, Adv.
Vanita C. Gri, Adv.

K. K. Mani, Adv.

T. Archana, Adv.

Abhi shek Krishna, Adv.

Vi vek Singh, Adv.

S. K. Verma, Adv.

V. Bal achandran, Adv.
Ashwi ni K. Mata, Sr. Adv.
Deepak Kanwar, Adv.
Sudhi r Kurmar, Adv.

Ranj an Kunmar Pandey, Adv.

K. K. Venugopal, Sr. Adv.

R Ayyam Perunal , Adv.

Rohit Bhat, Adv.

Gaurav Sharma, Adv.

Amandeep Kaur, Adv.

Pr at eek Bhati a, Adv.
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M. Bimesh Kumar Singh, Adv.
M. Gaurav Agrawal, Adv.

M. Amt Kumar, Adv.



V. N. Raghupat hy, Adv.
Shubhangi Tul i, Adv.

Naveen R Nath, Adv.
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Sanj ay Jain, Adv.
UPON hearing the counsel the Court nade the follow ng
ORDER
I A Nos. 79, 80,83,84, 90 to 95
Heard M. Tushar Mehta, |earned ASG for the Union of

India, M. Mninder Singh, |earned ASG for the UGC, M.

Hegde, | ear ned counsel for t he Wit petitioners and
| earned counsel for the applicants.

The singular grievance that has been agitated in the
af oresai d |.As. is t hat t he UGC instead of t aki ng
recourse to physi cal i nspection of t he concer ned
institution, have adopted an innovative nodus operandi by
i nspecting t hr ough phot ogr aphs and vi deo caner a. e

cannot concei ve of such a situation.

In our considered opinion, inspection would nean in

all its connot ati ve expanse physical inspection from al
scores and spectruns. Neither the petitioners can have a
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restrictive or constricted nmeaning on the same nor the
UGC can put a gloss over it. A physical inspection is
fundanmental |y a physical inspection and we so repeat at

the cost of repetition

Regard bei ng had to what we have stated
her ei n- above, it is directed t hat t he institutions
covered in the aforesaid Interlocutory Applications shal
be inspected by the UGC within a period of 12 weeks from
t oday. After the inspection is conducted, it would be an
obligation of the UGC to point out the defects/defaults

so that the institutions can rectify the sane in quite



pronptitude. A reasonable tinme shall be granted for the
same for due conpliance. Thereafter and only thereafter,
the same shall be subnmitted to the Central Covernnent and
be filed before this Court along with the recomendati ons
of the UGC.

Accordingly, I As are all owed.

Let the matter be listed before us on 08.01. 2015 at

2.00 p.m

( NAVEEN KUVAR) ( RENUKA SADANA)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER



